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RE: BRAZILIAN 8202493 - R&G 24799 - PM1019 

Dear John: 

I had hoped to discuss this Brazilian action with you by phone 
last Friday, but, because of the other, more immediate, deadline you were 
working on, thought it best not to take up more time. So I will try to 
lay out our comments on the response in writing. 

First, we would like for you to review the action and the 
analysis by Dannemann et al to determine which approach (es) you find most 
advantageous, and most workable for this type of case in Brazil. In other 
words, do the best you can. 

The comments on the specific points and/or requirements are as 

follows: 


Reg. 1 - We would prefer the alternative of specifying the 
substituent groups according to the broader list in the specification and 
not to the examples, which are just chosen as representative. On the 
second part, the combining of claims 1 and 3 is acceptable. 


Reg. 2 - Generally support the agent f s approach but not ihaving 
to present new examples. 

Reg. 4 - Agree that the composition should be patentable, 
however would not want the application to be automatically "shelved or 
rejected” on this point, nor do I think we would want to be embroiled in 
test cases to try and establish Brazilian law. 


Reg. 5 and-6 - If given a choice, we would prefer to retain 
claim 12 over claim 13. We do want to maintain at least one of the two, 
of course, and either would be acceptable. 

Please call me if you have any questions. Otherwise we will 
rely on your judgment. 


Regards, 



Beverl^/A. 


Monroe 
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